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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application 09/944, 1 3 1 filed on 08/3 1 /200 1 , with prior art 
filed on 8/31/2004. 

2. Claims 1-26 are pending in the case. Claims 1,19, and 23 are independent claims. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The information disclosure statement filed 8/3 1/2004 fails to comply with 37 CFR 
1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each U.S. and foreign patent; each 
publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other information or that 
portion which caused it to be listed. None of the Non-Patent Literature was available to 
the examiner, so none was considered, and in order to provide consideration the applicant 
is suggested to provide another copy of these references. It has been placed in the 
application file, but the information referred to therein has not been considered. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 1 5, 19 and 23 objected to because of the following informalities: Numbers are 
used to refer to subparts of the claims, which may cause confusion with the claim 
numbering. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5 Claims 1-2, 8-9, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakao (USPN 6,061,697— filing date 8/25/1997), further in view of Glowny 
(USPN 5,805,897— filing date 6/9/1995). 

6. Regarding independent claim 1, Nakao discloses a system for producing a distributed 
document having an ordered compilation of information (in the Abstract lines 1-10, 
Nakao discloses a distributed document accessing basis), the system comprising multiple 
fragment editor executables that function cooperatively as one implemented document 
type declaration (DTD) (in the Abstract lines 1-20, Nakao discloses that a DTD is 
managed). Nakao further discloses the system allowing multiple authors to edit the 
distributed document contemporaneously while allowing each of the multiple authors to 
view edits made by others of the multiple authors (see Nakao col. 5, lines 5-25). Nakao 
fails to disclose that said multiple fragment editor executables are distributed among 
multiple sites of a computer network and operate in a peer-to-peer environment without 
need for a central server. However, Glowny discloses the advantages of a peer-to-peer 
network over a centralized network as in Nakao in col 4, line 60 — col. 5, line 10. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use a peer-to-peer network as in Glowny in combination with Nakao' s invention because 
it would provide "flexibility without the cost and risks of a single server" (Glowny, col 
5, lines 1-2). 

7. Regarding dependent claim 2, Nakao fails to disclose that replicates of the complete 
document reside at the multiple sites of the computer network. Glowny does not disclose 
this explicitly, but it it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention 
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that it is common practice in a peer-to-peer network to back up documents at multiple 
points along the network to increase the reliability of the document storage. 

8. Regarding dependent claim 8, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that the replicates 
reside in computer memory at the multiple sites of the computer network. However, it 
was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that when data resides 
in a machine it must reside in some kind of memory or else it cannot be stored. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
the replicates reside in memory so that they can be stored. 

9. Regarding dependent claim 9, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that the replicates are 
persisted by writing to computer hard disks at the multiple sites of the computer network. 
However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that hard 
disks are a common means of persisting data because they are a cheap, fast means of 
persistent storage. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use hard disks to persist data in Nakao and Glowny because they 
are a cheap, fast means of persistent storage. 

10. Regarding dependent claim 13, Nakao, in the Abstract, lines 1-30, discloses that the 
document on which the ordered compilation occurs is an SGML document. 

1 1 . Regarding dependent claim 14, Nakao and Glowny fails to disclose that the ordered 
compilation is an SGML document selected from the group consisting of XML and 
HTML. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention 
that XML and HTML were specific types of SGML documents which saw especially 
common use because they were useful as data encoding and web page documents and it 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have the SGML documents be XML or HTML documents so that they could serve as 
data encoding or web page documents. 

12. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakao, 
further in view of Glowny, further in view of Appleman et al. (USPN 5,918,010— 
filing date 2/6/1998), hereinafter Appleman. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 3, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that an edit made by 
any one of the multiple authors is propagated among the replicates residing at the 
multiple sites of the computer network. However, Appleman discloses in col 9, lines 10- 
30, propagating edits. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to propagate edits in the manner of Appleman in the context of 
Nakao and Glowny because as Appleman says in col. 9, line 30, it "greatly [increases] 
design and maintenance flexibility". 

14. Regarding dependent claim 4, Nakao and Glowny fail to wherein an edit made by any 
one of the multiple authors is immediately propagated among the replicates residing at 
the multiple sites of the computer network. However, Appleman implies that this would 
be the case for the edit propagation in the device because there is no delay mentioned and 
it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that unless there is a 
specific reason to delay performing a task, it should be performed immediately for the 
sake of efficiency. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to perform the propagation immediately because there is no reason 
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provided in Appleman to delay and as a result it would be most efficient to propagate 
immediately. 

15. Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakao, 
further in view of Glowny, further in view of Appleman, further in view of Yablon 
(USPN 5,764,731— filing date 1/26/1995). 

16. Regarding dependent claim 5, Nakao, Glowny, and Appleman fail to disclose that an 
edit made by any one of the multiple authors is delayed before being propagated among 
the replicates residing at the multiple sites of the computer network. However, Yablon 
discloses a delay due to relaying which allows progressive correction of a transmission. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have a delay due to relaying which would allow progressive correction of a 
transmission. 

17. Regarding dependent claim 6, Nakao, Glowny, and Appleman fail to disclose that an 
edit made by any one of the multiple authors is relayed to intervening personnel, and thus 
is delayed, before being propagated among the replicates residing at the multiple sites of 
the computer network. However, Yablon discloses a delay due to relaying which allows 
progressive correction of a transmission. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have a delay due to relaying which would 
allow progressive correction of a transmission. 

18. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakao, 
further in view of Glowny, further in view of Olson (USPN 6,802,022 Bl— filing date 
9/18/2000 
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19. Regarding dependent claim 7, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that an edit made by 
any one of the multiple authors is propagated as an atomic transaction among the 
replicates residing at the multiple sites of the computer network. However, Olson 
discloses in col. 2, line 55 — col. 3, line 5 that atomic transactions may be used to prevent 
the results of incomplete or partial transactions from subsequent loading. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use atomic 
transactions in conjunction with Nakao and Glowny' s inventions in order to prevent the 
results of incomplete or partial transactions from subsequent loading. 

20. Claims 10 and 12 is rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakao, further in view of Glowny, further in view of Bays et aL (USPN 6,519,603 
Bl— filing date 10/28/1999), hereinafter Bays- 

21 . Regarding dependent claim 10, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that each author of 
the multiple authors is assigned an entity type having associated therewith corresponding 
executables that define the role an author can play in creating distributed document. 
However, Bays discloses in col. 3, lines 5-35 that the presence of executable data 
structures that define roles for an author in order to allow standardized structure of 
annotations. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to define roles for an author in order to allow standardized structure of 
annotations. 

22. Regarding dependent claim 12, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that a subscriber can 
view edits made by one or more of the multiple authors. However, Bays discloses in col. 
3, lines 5-35 that a reader (which is equivalent to a subscriber) can view edits made by 
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the authors in order to give a level of credibility to annotations (col. 3, lines 20-25). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
allow a subscriber to view edits to give a level of credibility to annotations. 

23. Claims 11 and 15-26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakao, further in view of Glowny, further in view of Bays, further in view of 
Bannon et aL (USPN 5,297,279— filing date 5/30/1990), hereinafter Bannon. 

24. Regarding dependent claim 11, Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose that the roles that an 
author may play in creating the distributed document include: root context author, context 
author, and content author. However, Bays discloses the levels of context and content as 
being applicable to authorship, in order to regulate collaboration. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use levels of 
context and content as being applicable to authorship, in order to regulate collaboration. 
Furthermore, Bannon discloses the use of a root context level in order to organize 
hierarchical aspects of editing. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use a root context level in order to organize hierarchical 
aspects of editing. 

25. Regarding dependent claim 15, Nakao discloses (a)(2) computer code for distribution 
through a communication medium to said root context author said executable code 
(Nakao is a distributed network application), (b)(5) computer code for propagating 
content changes from said root context author to all other replicate view nodes at author 
and subscriber sites (Nakao is a distributed network application), (b)(7) computer code 
for distributing through a communication medium to said target node said root node 
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associated executable code (Nakao is a distributed network application) (b)(9) computer 
code for distributing through a communication medium to said target subscriber said 
subscriber executable code, (c)(14) computer code for propagating content changes from 
its own node to all other replicate view nodes at author and subscriber sites (Nakao is a 
distributed network application), (c)(17) computer code for distributing through a 
communication medium to said target node said associated executable code (Nakao is a 
distributed network application), (c)(19) computer code for distributing through a 
communication medium to said target subscriber said subscriber executable code (Nakao 
is a distributed network application), (d)(24) computer code for propagating content 
changes from its own node to all other replicate view nodes at author and subscriber sites 
(Nakao is a distributed network application), and (d)(27) computer code for distributing 
through a communication medium to said target subscriber said subscriber executable 
code (Nakao is a distributed network application); but Nakao and Glowny fail to disclose 
a system comprising: (a) executable computer code for a root context author generator 
comprising: (1) computer code for creating root node associated executable code for at 
least one root context author wherein said root context author is editor type; (b) 
executable computer code for said root context author comprising: (3) computer code for 
maintaining and updating a recordation of each node added to a document; (4) computer 
code for creating an initial user interface wherein said user interface receives and displays 
the content of said document from other nodes and said interface enables said root 
context author to enter content edits in an assigned area of said document; (6) computer 
code for creating root node associated executable code for at least one target node 
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wherein the type of said target node is selected from the group consisting of a context 
author and a content author wherein said context author can administrate and is editor 
type and said content author is editor type; (8) computer code for creating subscriber 
executable code for at least one target subscriber wherein said target subscriber is not 
editor type; (10) computer code for said administration wherein said administration 
comprises the ongoing granting and revoking of descendent node privileges, the ongoing 
configuration of descendent node user interfaces, and the ongoing configuration of 
descendent node supplementary computer code; (c) executable code for said context 
author wherein said context author comprises: (12) computer code for maintaining and 
updating a recordation of each node added to a document; (13) computer code for a user 
interface wherein said user interface receives and displays the content of said document 
and said interface enables said context author to enter content edits in the assigned area of 
said document; (15) computer code for responding to an administrative request; (16) 
computer code for creating node associated executable code for at least one target node 
wherein said target node is selected from the group consisting of a context author and a 
content author wherein said context author can administrate and is editor type and said 
content author is editor type; (18) computer code for creating subscriber executable code 
for at least one target subscriber wherein said target subscriber is not editor type; (20) 
computer code for said administration wherein said administration comprises the ongoing 
granting and revoking of descendent node privileges, the ongoing configuration of 
descendent node user interfaces, and the ongoing configuration of descendent node 
supplementary computer code; (21) computer code for populating said document at 
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startup; (d) executable code for said content author wherein said content author 
comprises: (22) computer code for maintaining and updating a recordation of each node 
added to a document; (23) computer code for a user interface wherein said user interface 
receives and displays the content of said document and said interface enables said content 
author to enter content edits in the assigned area of said document; (25) computer code 
for responding to an administrative request; (26) computer code for creating subscriber 
executable code for at least one target subscriber wherein said target subscriber is not 
editor type; (27) computer code for distributing through a communication medium to said 
target subscriber said subscriber executable code; (28) computer code for populating said 
document at startup; (e) executable code for said subscriber wherein said subscriber 
comprises: (29) computer code for a user interface wherein said user interface receives 
and displays the content of said document; (30) computer code for responding to an 
administrative request; (31) computer code for populating said document at startup. 
However, Bannon discloses (a) executable computer code for a root context author 
generator (in col. 19, lines 55-67, a root context author manager is described) comprising: 
(1) computer code for creating root node associated executable code for at least one root 
context author wherein said root context author is editor type (Bannon, in col. 19, lines 
55-67, a root context author manager is described, it is inherently an editor because it 
changes the database); (b) executable computer code for said root context author 
comprising: (3) computer code for maintaining and updating a recordation of each node 
added to a document (Bannon, in col. 19, lines 55-67, a root context author manager is 
described, it inherently updates to the database); (4) computer code for creating an initial 
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user interface wherein said user interface receives and displays the content of said 
document from other nodes and said interface enables said root context author to enter 
content edits in an assigned area of said document(Bannon, in col. 19, lines 35-55, a root 
context author manager is described, along with its interface functions); (6) computer 
code for creating root node associated executable code for at least one target node 
wherein the type of said target node is selected from the group consisting of a context 
author and a content author wherein said context author can administrate and is editor 
type and said content author is editor type (Bannon, in col. 20, lines 1-40, creation of the 
root context node involves a context author which is inherently a name manager (col. 19, 
lnes 55-60) and hence can administrate); (13) computer code for a user interface wherein 
said user interface receives and displays the content of said document and said interface 
enables said context author to enter content edits in the assigned area of said document 
(Bannon, in col. 19, lines 35-55, a root context author manager is described, along with 
its interface functions; however, the interface elements would equally apply to a plain 
context author) (23) computer code for a user interface wherein said user interface 
receives and displays the content of said document and said interface enables said content 
author to enter content edits in the assigned area of said document (Bannon, in col. 19, 
lines 35-55, a root context author manager is described, along with its interface functions; 
however, the interface elements would equally apply to a content author) and (29) 
computer code for a user interface wherein said user interface receives and displays the 
content of said document (Bannon, in col. 19, lines 35-55, a root context author manager 
is described, along with its interface functions; however, the interface elements would 
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equally apply to a subscriber). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine Bannon with Nakao and Glowny because it 
would help to manage objects related to structured data. Furthermore, Bays discloses (8) 
computer code for creating subscriber executable code for at least one target subscriber 
wherein said target subscriber is not editor type (col. 3, lines 5-35, Bays describes the 
reader position); (10) computer code for said administration wherein said administration 
comprises the ongoing granting and revoking of descendent node privileges, the ongoing 
configuration of descendent node user interfaces, and the ongoing configuration of 
descendent node supplementary computer code (col 3, lines 5-35, Bays describes 
privileges management), (c) executable code for said context author wherein said context 
author comprises: (12) computer code for maintaining and updating a recordation of each 
node added to a document (Bays, col. 3, lines 5-35, the nodes are retrieved so they must 
be recorded); (15) computer code for responding to an administrative request (Bays, col. 
3, lines 5-35, the invention describes an administrative hierarchy); (16) computer code for 
creating node associated executable code for at least one target node wherein said target 
node is selected from the group consisting of a context author and a content author 
wherein said context author can administrate and is editor type and said content author is 
editor type(Bays, col 3, lines 5-35, the invention describes an administrative hierarchy 
for collaboration, so the authors can edit); (18) computer code for creating subscriber 
executable code for at least one target subscriber wherein said target subscriber is not 
editor type (Bays, col. 3, lines 5-35, describes a reader which is equivalent to a 
subscriber; (20) computer code for said administration wherein said administration 
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comprises the ongoing granting and revoking of descendent node privileges, the ongoing 
configuration of descendent node user interfaces, and the ongoing configuration of 
descendent node supplementary computer code (Bays, col. 3, lines 5-35, the invention 
describes an administrative hierarchy); (d) executable code for said content author 
wherein said content author comprises: (22) computer code for maintaining and updating 
a recordation of each node added to a document(Bays, col. 3, lines 5-35, the nodes are 
retrieved so they must be recorded); (25) computer code for responding to an 
administrative request(Bays, col. 3, lines 5-35, the invention describes an administrative 
hierarchy); (e) executable code for said subscriber wherein said subscriber comprises: 

(30) computer code for responding to an administrative request(Bays, col. 3, lines 5-35, 
the invention describes an administrative hierarchy). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Bays with Nakao, 
Glowny and Bannon because it would help to manage annotations for a structured 
document. Nakao, Glowny, Bannon, and Bays fail to disclose (11), (21), (26) (28), and 

(31) code for populating said document at startup, but it was notoriously well known in 
the art at the time of the invention that including code in a program for populating a 
document at startup is useful because it initializes the document with meaningful data. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include code for populating said document at startup because it would initialize the 
document with meaningful data. It was further known that read-only access is sometimes 
desirable to protect the integrity of a document, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use (26) computer code for creating 
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subscriber executable code for at least one target subscriber wherein said target 
subscriber is not editor type because it would have protected the integrity of a document. 

26. Regarding dependent claim 16, it is a system that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 13 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

27. Regarding dependent claim 17, it is a system that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 14 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

28. Regarding dependent claim 18, the system of Nakao, as previously noted in the 
rejection to claim 1 and, as revealed in the Abstract lines 1-30, is a system that 
manipulates valid components of a DTD, and hence the nodes produced by the root 
context editor and context editor would be semantically valid parts of a DTD. 

29. Regarding independent claim 19, it is a system that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

30. Regarding dependent claim 20, it is a system that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 13 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

31 . Regarding dependent claim 21, it is a system that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 14 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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32. Regarding dependent claim 22, it is a system that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 18 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

33. Regarding independent claim 23, it is a method that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

34. Regarding dependent claim 24, it is a method that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 13 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

35. Regarding dependent claim 25, it is a method that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 14 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

36. Regarding dependent claim 26, it is a method that performs the same functions as the 
system of claim 15 with the added features of claim 18 and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. 
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examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
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supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
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